and when asked whether it was a practice to first check an employee's
background in those instances, before discharging them, he replied
(Tr. 673-674):

Q,  Isn't it a part of your practice when deter-
mining whether or not you should discharge a man
to look at his record, find out whether he is a
good guy, bad guy?

A,  It's all dependent on what sort of offense
is involved.

Q.  Well, let me ask you this. Wouldn't you
think that it would have been helpful to know
whether Mr. Dickey was a chronic absentee, whether
he was caught drinking on the job, whether he was
an unsafe worker, whether he was insubordinate to
foremen and so forth, wouldn't that have helped
you in making your decision to make a discharge
determination?

A.  It would have neither helped nor hindered in
a decision.

Q. Why not?

A.  Because that is a matter of safety and abusive
behavior towards an employee.  How can you let
somebody's past record impact an action that they
took like this.  I don't understand that.

Q.  Don't you think the person's past record is
important in determining whether you want him around
anymore or not?

A.  I think he should have considered his past record
before he was involved in this instance.

Mr. Norris indicated that while it was entirely possible that he did
discuss Mr. Dickey with Sam Pulice, he had no specific recollection as
to any specific incident which may have been discussed, except the grievance
case concerning Mr. Foreman.  As for any conversations with Wally Cook,
Mr. Norris stated that it was "routine" for he and Mr. Cook to discuss
"different situations and what not that we were handling; and that was
going on about the mine" (Tr. 678).  Regarding Mr. Dickey's prior reputation,
Mr. Norris stated as follows (Tr. 678-681):

Q.  I believe you testified that when Dickey came

to work for you, you knew he was a rowdy or something

of that nature.

A.  I had heard that, yes.

546onceded that Mr. Helms
